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PSA Section Page Number PSA Statement Comments to CEC 

1.  Section 1, Executive 
Summary 

Page 1-1, Project Location 
and Description, first 
sentence 

“The proposed CGS site is located on a 
3-acre portion of a 100-acre parcel.” 

The site is 31-acres (this is a typo). 

2.  Section 3, Project 
Description 

Page 3-2, Power Plant 
Equipment and Linear 
Facilities, 3rd paragraph 
 

“The following are the major components 
of the power plant (PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION Figures 4 and 5): 
- two multi-pressure heat recovery steam 
generators (HRSGs) with duct burners 
and a selective catalytic reduction 
system (to be used with aqueous 
ammonia)…” 

For clarification to this description of the plant, each HRSG is also 
equipped with an oxidation catalyst to control volatile organic 
compound (VOC) and carbon monoxide (CO) emissions. Refer to 
AFC Section 3.4.3.2, page 3-5. 

3.  Section 3, Project 
Description 

Page 3-3, Waste water 
Discharge, last sentence 
 

“The wastewater concentrates are 
collected in an evaporating pond….” 

This statement is incorrect. The wastewater concentrates are 
mechanically dried and the solid waste is transported to a licensed 
waste disposal facility. 

Refer to AFC Section 3.4.7.1, “Wastewater”, page 3-10, paragraph 2: 

“The plant wastewater system collects all wastewater generated in the 
operation of the plant and delivers it to the zero liquid discharge 
system.  ……. Reject streams are concentrated in a dryer, which 
reduces the waste stream to solids. These solids will be disposed of by 
trucking the waste off site to an approved landfill.” 

4.  Section 3, Project 
Description 

Page 3-3, Existing Bridge 
and Road Modifications, 
2nd paragraph 

Referring to the Glenn-Colusa Canal 
Bridge improvement: “The new bridge 
will be a free-span steel beam and 
concrete structure approximately 
100 feet long by 30 feet wide. This 
bridge design would provide two 12-foot 
lanes with 3-foot shoulders giving 
unimpeded two-way traffic flow. No 

The design of the new Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge as proposed in the 
AFC has been modified to address recommendations by adjacent 
property owners.  The revised bridge design would relocate the new 
Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge to the south of the existing bridge rather 
than north of the existing bridge. Attachment A provides additional 
details and figures regarding the bridge design modification. Below is 
a summary of the revised bridge design. 
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piers will be constructed in the canal to 
support the bridge. The east approach 
will be located approximately 20-feet to 
the north of the existing bridge and the 
west approach will located 
approximately 40-feet north of the 
bridge.” 

The new bridge will be a three-span steel beam and concrete bridge 
approximately 100 feet long by 30 feet wide.  This would provide for 
two 12-foot lanes with 3-foot shoulders giving unimpeded two-way 
traffic flow, rated for the heaviest equipment for the plant, and will 
exceed HS-20 rating per AASHTO standards.  Two sets of five piers 
will be constructed in the canal to support the bridge; designed and 
oriented to reduce impeding the flow of water and to minimize the 
collection of floating debris.  The east approach will be located 
approximately 75 feet south of the existing bridge and the west 
approach will be located about 45 feet south. The bridge will be fitted 
with side guard rails and will be striped to permit safe passage of 
traffic. 

The existing bridge is now planned to be removed. The concrete deck 
will be removed along with the three sets of five piers that are in the 
canal (water). Removal of the original bridge piers will more than 
offset the new piers impact on the flow of water in the canal. The two 
bridge abutments are planned to be left in place to minimize impacts 
to the canal and the embankments.  Leaving the abutments in place 
will not impact the operation of the canal. The original bridge 
approaches would be final-graded to match the surrounding land 
contours and seeded with grass native to the region. 

5.  Section 4.1, Air 
Quality 

Page 4.1-65 AQ-22: Quarterly reports…shall be 
submitted to the District within 10 days 
after the end of each quarter… 

The Applicant, on behalf of PG&E, requests that this condition allow 
30 days after the end of the quarter to provide this information. 

6.  Section 4.2, Biological 
Resources 

Page 4.2-32 BIO-20 requires that protocol-level 
surveys for the Swainson’s hawk be 
conducted prior to construction. 

The PSA states that the project site provides Swainson’s hawk 
foraging habitat; that CGS construction is not expected to have direct 
adverse impacts on specific individuals or breeding pairs of 
Swainson’s hawks; that no trees will be removed at the site so there 
will be no adverse impacts to potential nest trees; and that there are no 
known pairs of Swainson’s hawks occurring within 1 mile of the site 
or associated linear facilities.  BIO-20, however, requires CDFG-
recommended protocol level surveys be conducted prior to 
commencement of construction, with the area to be surveyed 
including a 0.5-mile radius including and surrounding the project site.  
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The Applicant agrees that the project site grasslands provide Swainson’s 
hawk foraging, and has proposed to mitigate impacts to that habitat 
pursuant to the CDFG Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to 
Swainson’s Hawks in the Central Valley of California (CDFG 1994)).  
CDFG, however, considers nests to be active only if they have been used at 
least once in the past 5 years (CDFG 1994).  Swainson’s hawk nesting 
activity was reported within 6 miles of the project site in 2000, and surveys 
conducted in 2001 found no Swainson’s hawk nests within a 1-mile survey 
radius of the project site (AFC at 8.2-11).  Accordingly, the Applicant does 
not believe protocol surveys are necessary or required for this species.  The 
AFC proposes that pre-construction surveys be conducted for Swainson’s 
hawk  to ensure that no Swainson’s hawk nests are present in the areas to 
be disturbed.  A pre-construction breeding season survey would be 
conducted within 1 mile of proposed construction activities between March 
1 and August 15 to determine whether or not nesting Swainson’s hawks 
occur in, or in close proximity to, the project site.  The survey would be 
conducted not more than 14 days prior to start of construction activities. 

If nesting Swainson’s hawks are found, the following avoidance and 
minimization measures consistent with the Staff Report Regarding 
Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the 
Central Valley of California (CDFG 1994) would be implemented:  

• No construction activities would be occur within 0.25 mile of an 
active nest between March 1-August 15.  The buffer zone would be 
increased to 0.5 mile in nesting areas away from urban development 
(i.e. in areas where distrubance [e.g. heavy equipment operation 
associated with construction, use of cranges or draglines, new rock 
crushing activities] is not a normal occurrence during the nesting 
season).  If project activities which may cause nest abandonment or 
forced fledging are necessary within the buffer zone, a CDFG 
approved biologist will montior the site to evaluate whether the 
construction activities are disturbing the nesting hawks.  If the 
nesting hawks appear distressed, the monitor shall halt all 
construction activities and E&L Westcoast would informally consult 
with CDFG to determine the appropriate actions to avoid nest 
abandonment. 
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• Nest trees would not be removed unless there is no feasible way 
of avoiding it.  If a nest tree must be removed, a Management 
Authorization (including conditions to offset the loss of the nest 
tree) must be obtained from CDFG with the tree removal period 
specified in the management Authorization, generally between 
October 1 and February 1. 

• Routine disturbances such as agricultural activities, commuter 
traffic, and routine facility maintenance activities within 1/4 mile 
of an active nest would not be prohibited. 

7.  Section 4.2, Biological 
Resources 

Page 4.2-22 “For staff to complete the final staff 
assessment, the following information is 
needed:   
• details on the Applicant’s proposed 

locations for purchase of Swainson’s 
hawk habitat, wetland, and giant 
garter snake habitat mitigation land.” 

Mitigation opportunities are currently being researched. However, 
mitigation credits cannot be purchased until after consultation with 
the resource agencies is complete (i.e., the USFWS will issue the 
Biological Opinion with the required mitigation ratios for giant garter 
snake). 

At this point, potential compensatory mitigation opportunities include 
the Elsie Gridley Multi-Species Conservation Bank, the North Suisun 
Conservation Bank, and the Ridge Cut Farms Giant Garter Snake 
Conservation Bank. 

The Elsie Gridley Multi-Species Conservation Bank may be used to 
purchase wetland credits, Swainson’s hawk credits, and burrowing 
owl (BUOW) credits, if impacts to active BUOW burrows cannot be 
avoided. This bank is approved and authorized by USFWS to sell 
credits and is approved by ACOE to sell 404 credits.  The proposed 
project is not within the service area of any other conservation banks 
selling Swainson’s hawk and BUOW credits. 

The North Suisun Conservation Bank is another option that can be 
used to purchase wetland credits. 

Ridge Cut Farms Giant Garter Snake Conservation Bank may be used to 
purchase giant garter snake credits.  This bank is currently in planning by 
Wildlands, Inc.  The proposed CGS project is not within the service area 
of any other conservation banks selling GGS credits. 
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8.  Section 4.2, Biological 
Resources 

Page 4.2-25 BIO-5: …..“At least 10 days prior to site 
and related facilities mobilization, two 
copies of the CPM-approved materials 
shall be submitted.”   

The assumption is that the CEC is referring to the approved WEAP 
program when referring to the “CPM-approved materials”, but it is 
not entirely clear since the requirement is out of context with the 
paragraph. 

9.  Section 4.2, Biological 
Resources 

Page 4.2-25 BIO-6: The last paragraph of the 
verification language requires that a 
Construction Closure Report be prepared 
which identifies “which items of the 
BRMIMP have been completed…”    

Conditions BIO-13 and BIO-14 refer to a Construction Termination 
Report.  The assumption is that this is the same as a Construction 
Closure Report.  However, it should be confirmed and we suggest the 
same terminology be used for every condition. 

10.  Section 4.3, Cultural 
Resources 

Page 4.3-14 “The only significant historic structure 
located within the project impact area is 
the Cottonwood-Vaca Dixon 
transmission line” 

The Glenn-Colusa Canal and Irrigation District (GCID) is also 
considered a significant historical resource within the project area 
(see Cultural Resources, page 4.3-10).  The Applicant is proposing a 
revised bridge design from that which was proposed in the AFC. The 
revised bridge design is discussed further in Attachment A. 

The revised bridge design will result in the removal of the existing 
bridge over the Glenn-Colusa Canal. As discussed in Attachment A, 
the removal of the existing bridge and subsequent construction of a 
new bridge at essentially the same location will not cause an adverse 
effect to the Glenn-Colusa Canal.  The canal at this location has 
already been affected by the extant bridge, constructed in 1965, well 
after the historic period.  While proposed actions would cause a direct 
effect on the canal through the construction of the bridge and addition 
of piers, the canal will retain its alignment and function; thus these 
physical changes would not diminish the canal’s overall integrity in a 
manner that would disqualify it as a contributor to the larger potential 
GCID historic district. 

11.  Section 4.4, Hazardous 
Materials 

Page 4.4-11 “The fire district estimates that they 
suffer a funding shortfall of more than 
$200,000 for effectively responding to a 
large facility such as the proposed 
CGS”.  

The approximately $200,000 figure identified by the Maxwell Fire 
Protection District (MFPD) is not an estimate of the additional funds 
needed in order to effectively respond to potential incidents at the 
facility.  Rather, it is the MFPD’s estimate of the additional annual 
tax revenues that would flow to the MFPD if the project were to be 
privately owned, as opposed to being owned by an investor owned 
utility.  The Applicant has not been able to verify that the difference 
in tax revenues projected by the MFPD is correct.  More importantly, 
the amount has no relationship to additional demands that might be 
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placed on the MFPD as a result of the project.  Applicant engaged the 
services of an expert chosen by the MFPD to assess the potential 
impacts of the project on the MFPD.  That expert, The McMullen 
Company, Inc., issued its report and recommendations on April 11, 
2007.  The report has been docketed.  While the report did not include 
a cost estimate for implementing the recommendations contained 
therein, the cost is unquestionably far below the $200,000+ per year 
figure sought by the MFPD.  The Applicant is prepared to implement 
all of the following recommendations made by The McMullen 
Company, Inc.: 

• CGS provide for the cost of training MFPD firefighters on 
terrorism for first responders 

• CGS provide for the cost of training fire responders to the 
level of Fire Responder Operational 

• Obtain assurance from the County that appropriate fees 
derived from the CGS property taxes are appropriately 
disseminated to the MFPD 

• Plans for fire apparatus access roads be submitted to the 
MFPD for review and approval 

• Comply with specific fire safety measures during 
construction 

• All plan review and onsite fire-related building and fire code 
inspections be conducted  

• CGS and MFPD develop a Risk Management Plan 
• CGS provide for the cost of training all MFPD first 

responders 

12.  Section 4.4, Hazardous 
Materials 

Page 4.4-17 HAZ-7: The project owner shall direct 
all vendors delivering any hazardous 
materials to the site to use only the route 
approved by the CPM (From 
Interstate 710, west along Bandini 
Boulevard, south of Downey Street….) 

The route that hazmat vendors are to use is described incorrectly in 
the condition. The route is described in Section 8.10.2.4 of the AFC. 
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13.  Section 4.5, Land Use Page 4.5-18 “At the present time, final decisions by 
the county and the recording of 
appropriate documents involving the 
noted items have not occurred. Staff 
cannot conclude that the project is 
consistent with county land use LORS.” 

Further progress has been made regarding the land use approvals. The 
proposed land use approvals will be presented to the Planning 
Commission on August 27, 2007 and to the Board of Supervisors on 
September 18, 2007.  

14.  Section 4.6, Noise and 
Vibration 

Page 4.6-13 “An increase in the noise level at a 
residence of seven dBA during the 
quietest hours of the nighttime might be 
expected to constitute an annoyance 
during the mild seasons of the year, 
when people commonly sleep with 
windows open.” 

Typically, annoyance is determined by absolute sound level as 
measured in Ldn, rather than a change in level (Shultz curves). 
Also, even in a “windows-open” condition, the house will provide a 
minimum of 10-15 dBA of noise reduction. Noise Table 8 in the PSA 
(page 4.6-13) lists an exterior cumulative L90 of 37.5 dBA at ML1 and 
39.5 dBA at ML2. The noise levels at the house with the windows 
open would be reduced by at least 10 dBA to interior levels:  
27.5 dBA at ML1 and 29.5 dBA at ML2. These levels fall well within 
the normal range of interior background noise of a typical house and 
are well below sleep disturbance guidelines. 

15.  Section 4.6, Noise and 
Vibration 

  Noise and Vibration Figure 1 is missing from PSA.   

16.  Section 4.6, Noise and 
Vibration 

Page 4.6-6 NOISE-4 requires that “operation of the 
project will not cause noise levels due to 
plant operation to exceed an average of 
38 dBA Leq measured at monitoring 
location ML1 and an average of 40 dBA 
Leq at monitoring location ML2” 

Given that these are the predicted noise levels due to plant operation 
and not including ambient noise, the Applicant would like the 
statement clarified to state that this is the total allowable sound level 
due to plant operation alone and not a cumulative level including the 
existing ambient noise levels.  For instance, in the Roseville Energy 
Center project, the condition of certification regarding allowable plant 
noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors stated “operation of the 
project alone” thus not including ambient sound levels. 

17.  Section 4.6, Noise and 
Vibration 

Page 4.6-18 NOISE-8: This condition requires that 
mitigation be done at the residences 
based on legitimate noise complaints.  

Some of the language defines a legitimate complaint as a complaint 
that occurs three times.  We would like to see the language modified 
to say that the complaint must be verified as noise above the levels, 
not just if someone is persistent. Also, the language would allow 
someone who moves to the area (coming to the nuisance defense, 
such as a developer building adjacent to the site) and require the 
applicant to fix the new house noise problems. 
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18.  Section 4.8, 
Socioeconomics 

Page 4.8-3 “The threshold of socioeconomic 
impacts to a minority population is 
below the level of significance of fifty 
percent.  Therefore the proposed project 
will not create a socioeconomic impact.” 

We believe the staff meant to say “an environmental justice impact” 
here, rather than a socioeconomic impact. 

19.  Section 4.8, 
Socioeconomics 

Page 4.8-14 The project owner and its contractors 
and subcontractors shall procure 
materials and supplies within Colusa and 
Glenn Counties unless the materials or 
supplies are not available.   

The commitment should include a stipulation that the material can be 
supplied of comparable quality, price and delivery in accordance with 
the project requirements. The Applicant requests changing the 
condition to be subject to availability and competitive pricing.   

20.  Section 4.9, Soil and 
Water Resources 

Page 4.9-12 Staff cannot complete its FSA without 
all terms of the agreement and a 
description of all users and customers 
that would be party to or impacted by the 
final water agreement. 

Colusa County provided minor comments to the GCID last month on 
the draft agreement. Those comments have been addressed, and the 
County and GCID have now received what should be the final Water 
Transfer Agreement. The Applicant is waiting for GCID and Colusa 
County final approval, which is expected within the next few weeks. 
Once approved by the County and GCID, a copy of the Agreement 
will be submitted to the CEC. In addition, the Agreement will also be 
submitted to the US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) for approval. 
The USBR then has 90 days to approve of the agreement (approval 
cannot be unreasonably withheld). The CEC will be notified once 
USBR approval is obtained.  

21.  Section 4.12, Visual 
Resources 

Page 4.12-27 VIS-1: The project owner shall treat the 
surfaces of all project structures and 
buildings visible to the public… 

Of concern is the requirement that “all” project structures and 
buildings be treated based on the requirements of the condition.  Past 
projects (Walnut Energy Center (WEC)) required that only “major 
project structures and buildings” be subject to the condition 
requirements.  Given that the closest residence to the CGS is 
1.7 miles away, requiring all project structures and buildings to be 
treated based on the treatment plan requirements seems excessive. 

The first paragraph of the verification section has a place holder 
where “Colusa County” was intended to be written (This also appears 
in condition VIS-2.) 
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The verification section requires that the painting inspection occur 
prior to commercial operation.  This seems unreasonable and 
inconsistent with other projects.  Although we recognize that the CEC 
prefers to use a milestone activity for demonstrating compliance with 
this condition, it seems unreasonable to expect surface treatment to be 
completed by commercial operation.  To address this concern on the 
WEC, the CEC agreed that the inspection had to occur no later than 
45 days following the Source Tests. 

The verification requires that the owner provide more specificity 
regarding surface treatment maintenance in the Annual Compliance 
Report.  On Roseville Energy Park, the project owner is simply 
required to provide a status report on treatment maintenance.  For the 
CGS plant, PG&E will be required to report on the 1) condition of the 
surfaces of all structures and buildings at the end of the reporting 
year; 2) maintenance activities that occurred during the reporting 
year; and 3) the schedule of maintenance activities for the next year.  
While this is not a huge burden, it is more onerous than what has been 
required on past CEC projects. 

22.  Section 4.12, Visual 
Resources 

Page 4.12-28 VIS-2: To the extent feasible, consistent 
with safety and security considerations, 
the project owner shall design and install 
all permanent exterior lighting such that 
1) lamps and reflectors are not visible 
from beyond the project site…. 

The requirement for the lamps is appropriate.  However, to not have 
the reflector visible would probably mean the use of substantially 
more light fixtures.  The reflector is what covers the inside of the 
lamp fixture.  The sliver of light you see when looking at a hooded 
light from a distance is the reflector.  The Roseville Energy Park 
VIS-3 specified to install all permanent exterior lighting such that 
“lamp and reflector visibility is minimized from public viewing 
areas”.  

23.  Section 4.12, Visual 
Resources 

Page 4.12-30 VIS-3: This condition pertains to 
landscape screening.  The condition 
requires that the landscaping (trees) be 
installed during the first optimal planting 
season following site mobilization. 

It is recognized that the CEC wants to get the trees planted as early as 
possible to facilitate power plant screening.  However, there is a 
strong likelihood the trees could be damaged during construction 
activities.  An alternative would be to require the Applicant to plant 
larger sized trees (15 gallons) after commercial operation. 

24.  Section 4.14, Worker 
Safety and Health 

Page 4.14-15 WORKER SAFETY-5: The project 
owner shall ensure that a portable 
automatic cardiac defibrillator is located 
on site…. 

PG&E is concerned regarding the requirement to maintain a 
defibrillator at the plant site throughout operation.  PG&E operates 
many power plants and other facilities and does so in compliance the 
applicable regulations and with great consideration of worker safety.  
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As a large company, they seek to have standardized approaches to 
many issues including first aid.  They wish to remove the requirement 
in Worker Safety-5 for them to have a defibrillator and to maintain 
training for such.  Instead they ask the Commission to defer to 
PG&E’s expertise and judgment as to what equipment and training is 
appropriate.   

Colusa Gene

 



Colusa Generating Station 

ATTACHMENT A 
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APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION (06-AFC-9) 
FOR THE COLUSA GENERATING STATION 

BRIDGE DESIGN MODIFICATION 

1.0 SUMMARY OF BRIDGE DESIGN MODIFICATION 

E&L Westcoast L.L.C. (E&L Westcoast) has refined and revised the design for the Glenn-Colusa Canal 
Bridge replacement and the associated road alignment for the Colusa Generating Station (CGS) project 
(Figure 1).  Bridge replacement is required as part of the CGS project to allow for transportation of heavy 
equipment to the site.  At the request of adjacent landowners, the bridge has been redesigned to minimize 
impacts to adjacent property.  The modified bridge design proposes changing the location of the new 
bridge from north of the existing Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge, as proposed in the Application for 
Certification (AFC) (URS, 2006) to a location south of the existing bridge, as described further below. 

1.1 EXISTING GLENN-COLUSA CANAL BRIDGE 

The Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge currently provides vehicular access over the Glenn-Colusa Canal.  This 
bridge was built in 1965 to provide access to, and support the construction of, the Pacific Gas & Electric 
(PG&E) Delevan Gas Compressor Station.  This bridge is a four-span concrete-decked structure that is 
74 feet long by 20 feet wide.  The bridge provides weight-limited one-way truck traffic and speed-limited 
two-way automobile traffic (due to the reduced lane width of 8 feet) with 2-foot shoulders.  The bridge 
was originally designed for a 40-ton load, but its rating from the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) is currently H-20, which is a 20-ton load. 

1.2 PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED GLENN-COLUSA CANAL BRIDGE DESIGN 

A preliminary design for the new bridge located to the north of the existing Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge 
was proposed in the AFC submitted to the California Energy Commission (CEC) in November 2006 
(Figure 2).  This previous bridge design provided for the installation of a new free-span steel beam and 
concrete bridge approximately 100 feet long by 30 feet wide, designed to support a new 30-foot-wide 
extension of Dirks Road, which will provide access to the CGS. 

The original replacement bridge was proposed as a free-span bridge; construction would not have 
involved placing piers in the canal.  The east approach was to be located 20 feet north of the existing 
bridge and the west approach approximately 40 feet to the north.  Under the previous proposal, the 
existing bridge would have been left in place.  The access road on both sides was proposed for 
realignment to straighten and widen the approaches to allow for unimpeded two-way traffic.  Land 
disturbance associated with the previously proposed bridge replacement would have included 5.4 acres of 
temporary construction impact and 1 acre of permanent operational impact. 

1.3 CURRENT PROPOSED GLENN-COLUSA CANAL BRIDGE DESIGN 

The current proposal is to construct a replacement bridge to the south of the existing bridge rather than to 
the north (Figure 3).  The east approach will be located approximately 75 feet south of the existing bridge, 
and the west approach will be located about 45 feet south.  Similar to the previous bridge design, the 
access road on both sides will be realigned to straighten and widen the approaches to allow for unimpeded 
two-way traffic, re-aligning with the current Dirks Road right-of-way as soon as practical.  A retainer wall 
will be placed along the northern side of Dirks Road, on the east side of the replacement bridge, to enable 
the continued use of the current irrigation canal. 
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The replacement bridge will be approximately 100 feet long by 30 feet wide and will be a three-span 
bridge (rather than a free-span design as previously proposed).  This would provide for two 12-foot lanes 
with 3-foot shoulders giving unimpeded two-way traffic flow, rated for the heaviest equipment for the 
plant, and will exceed HS-20 rating per AASHTO standards.  Two rows of five piers will be constructed 
in the canal to support the bridge; designed and oriented to reduce impeding the flow of water and to 
minimize the collection of floating debris.  Sheet piles will be installed to construct a temporary 
cofferdam around each row of piers.  The inside of the cofferdam will be dewatered and the water will be 
released back into the canal downstream of the cofferdam. The bridge will be fitted with side guard rails 
and will be striped to permit safe passage of traffic. 

Table 1 provides details of temporary and permanent land disturbance for the project with the revised 
bridge design.  The construction of the bridge is a relatively minor component of the project, requiring 
disturbance of 4.1 acres out of a total of 96 acres of temporary construction staging and laydown.  The 
area of temporary disturbance has been reduced by 1.3 acres from the previously proposed design.  The 
current proposed bridge design includes a 1.09-acre temporary construction staging and parking area on 
the east side of the Glenn-Colusa Canal as well as an approximately 135-foot construction right-of-way 
along the alignment (Figure 3).  Land disturbance for the current bridge design will involve 4.1 acres of 
temporary construction impact (rather than 5.4 acres, as previously proposed).  All disturbed areas will be 
returned to pre-project conditions after construction is complete. 

Maximum permanent disturbance is limited to the realignment of the approach roads and backfilling the 
area (70 by 500 feet) on both sides of the bridge (rather than 40 by 100 feet, as previously proposed).  
Land disturbance for the current bridge design will involve 1.6 acres of permanent operational impact 
(rather than 1 acre, as previously proposed). 

Under this proposal, the existing bridge will be removed (rather than left in place, as previously 
proposed).  The removal of the existing bridge will occur after the new bridge is constructed to allow 
continued access over the Glenn-Colusa Canal.  The concrete deck and the three sets of five piers 
associated with the existing bridge will be removed.  The piers will be cut off at the mud line and 
removed during low water conditions, which will allow the work to be done without placing heavy 
equipment into the canal.  Removal of the existing bridge piers will offset potential impacts of the new 
piers on the flow of water in the canal.  The two bridge abutments supporting the existing bridge will be 
left in place to eliminate construction impacts to the canal embankments.  This will not affect the 
operation of the canal.  The original bridge approaches will be final-graded to match the surrounding land 
contours and seeded with grass native to the region. 
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Table 1 
Estimated Land Disturbance Areas for Construction and Operation 

(Revised Table 3.6-3 in the AFC) 
(Page 1 of 2) 

Unit Area 
Project Component 

Item Construction Operations
Proposed 

Length 

Construction 
Right-of-Way 

(ROW) Notes 

Power Plant Area 

Power Generation 
Facility 

20 acres 20 acres N/A N/A Temporary construction includes laydown, topsoil 
storage, parking and construction office area, and 
construction area for switchyard. 

Permanent disturbance is the area within the fence 
line of the power generation facility, plus the 
stormwater detention basin. 

Switchyard 8.2 acres 8.2 acres N/A N/A Temporary construction area for switchyard is 
included with temporary construction area for 
power generation facility. 

Permanent disturbance is the area within the 
fenceline of the switchyard facility. 

Stormwater Basin 2.5 acres 2.5 acres N/A N/A Stormwater basin is located at the southwest section 
of the project site. 

Temporary Construction Area 

Construction Area 43 acres N/A N/A N/A Temporary construction area includes laydown, 
parking, and construction trailer/office. 

Linear Facilities 

Plant Access Road 4.1 acres 1.7 acres 2,500 feet 70-foot width Temporary construction disturbance is 70 feet wide.  
Road length is approximately 2,500 feet from the 
end of pavement on the PG&E Road Easement 295 
or 442 to the plant fenceline. 

Permanent disturbance is 30 feet wide (24-foot-wide 
pavement plus 3-foot shoulder on each side). 

Transmission Line 
Interconnection 

7.3 acres 0.3 acre 1,800 feet 10,000 square 
feet per tower 
(12) 

400 square feet 
per footing (48)

Four PG&E transmission lines loop in and out from 
the site switchyard.  They are approximately 
1,800 feet long and each is supported by 
approximately three structures (a total of 48 tower 
footings).  Thirty-two tower footings are outside of 
the temporary construction disturbance area of the 
switchyard and laydown area.  Each tower footing 
will have a temporary disturbance averaging about 
10,000 square feet per tower. 

Permanent average disturbance is estimated at 
400 square feet per footing. 

Natural Gas Pipeline, 
underground 

1.7 acres N/A 1,500 feet 50-foot width No temporary or permanent access road.  
Construction disturbance will be 50 feet wide.  
Pipeline is approximately 1,500 feet in length (from 
PG&E Gas Compressor to termination at plant 
metering station fenceline). 

Permanent 50-foot easement, but surface restored to 
original condition. 
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Table 3.6-3 
Estimated Land Disturbance Areas for Construction and Operation 

(Revised Table 3.6-3 in the AFC) 
(Page 2 of 2) 

Unit Area 
Project Component 

Item Construction Operations
Proposed 

Length 

Construction 
Right-of-Way 

(ROW) Notes 

Water Supply Pipeline 
and Associated 
Unpaved Road 

1.9 acres 0.74 acre 2,700 feet 30-foot width Temporary disturbance is assumed to be 30 feet 
wide.  Pipeline is approximately 2,700 feet in 
length.  The raw water intake structure at the 
Tehama-Colusa Canal will require a permanent area 
of 10 by 10 feet, and a temporary area of 
disturbance of twice that area.  The surface above 
the buried pipeline will be maintained as a 12-foot-
wide unpaved dirt service road, with the remaining 
area of disturbance. 

Other Areas 

Glenn-Colusa Canal 
Bridge 

4.1 acres 1.6 acres 100 feet 
 

30-foot width Maximum temporary disturbance is assumed to be a 
1 acre parcel, which includes the construction 
laydown and parking, as well as a 135-foot ROW 
during construction of the road and bridge. 

Maximum permanent disturbance is limited to the 
realignment of the approach roads and backfilling 
the area (70 by 500 feet) on both sides of the 
bridge. 

Teresa Creek Bridge 3 acres 0.04 acre 75 feet 200-foot radius Maximum temporary disturbance is assumed to be 
within a 200-foot radius, which includes laydown, 
temporary road, and bridge and parking. 

Maximum permanent disturbance is limited to 
backfilling the 40 × 40-foot area at the northwestern 
corner of the bridge to bring it up to grade. 

Delevan/ McDermott 
Intersection 

0.02 acre 0.02 acre N/A N/A Shoulders on Delevan Road east of McDermott 
Road will be widened at the intersection to provide 
a wider turning radius.  This includes relocation of 
the stop sign and telephone conduit box at the 
northeastern corner, and placement of gravel at the 
northeastern and southeastern corners of the 
intersection. 

TOTAL 95.82 acres 35.1 acres    
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

2.1 AIR QUALITY 

2.1.1 Construction Emissions 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any substantial changes in 
generation of fugitive dust and construction emissions compared to those associated with the previous 
bridge design (discussed in Section 8.1.2.1 of the AFC).  The construction of the bridge is a relatively 
minor component of the project, requiring disturbance of 4.1 acres out of a total of approximately 
96 acres of temporary construction staging and laydown area.  The area of temporary disturbance has 
been reduced by 1.3 acres from the previously proposed design.  This smaller area will reduce the 
operating duration of construction equipment used to clear the staging and laydown area, resulting in 
lower emissions.   

The revised design will not affect the project schedule, and therefore, will not contribute to increased 
fugitive dust emissions during the worst-case construction months (months 1 and 2 of the construction 
program). 

Likewise, the revised bridge design will not result in any changes in equipment emissions during the 
anticipated worst-case months for such emissions (months 5 through 16 for NOX and months 2 through 13 
for all other criteria pollutants).  No changes in vehicle trips associated with movement of workers and 
equipment during construction are expected with the revised bridge design (such trips are a secondary 
source of emissions of criteria pollutants).  Section 8.1.5.10.2 of the AFC describes measures that will be 
employed during construction to control fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions. The revised 
bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for construction emissions.  

2.1.2 Operational Emissions 

The revised bridge design will not result in any changes in operational emissions.  Use of the replacement 
bridge will not differ between the previous bridge design and the revised bridge design and will not affect 
operational activities at the power plant.  It will not affect operational emissions associated with the 
power plant, nor will it change traffic volumes or patterns compared to the previous bridge design.  The 
revised design will not result in any operational emissions that differ from those analyzed in 
Section 8.1.2.2 of the AFC.  The permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6-acre as a result of the revised 
bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for operations emissions. 
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2.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

2.2.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design is not expected to substantially change potential construction impacts on 
sensitive biological resources compared to those discussed in the AFC.  No additional special-status 
species or sensitive habitats are expected to be affected by the revised bridge design.  The following 
special-status species may use habitats that will have been affected by the previous bridge design, and 
similar effects could occur as a result of the revised design: 

• giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), federal and state threatened; 
• vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), federal threatened; 
• vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), federal endangered; 
• Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), state threatened; 
• bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), federal threatened, state endangered; 
• tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), state species of special concern; 
• western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), state species of special concern; 
• golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), state species of special concern and fully protected; 
• white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi), state species of special concern; 
• white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), state fully protected; and 
• cliff swallow (Hirundo pyrrhonota), protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act. 

These species and associated habitats are discussed in Section 8.2 of the November 2006 AFC.  The 
mitigation measures proposed in the November 2006 AFC, BIO-1 through BIO-18, will be implemented 
to avoid and minimize potential impacts to special-status species and their sensitive habitats to a less-
than-significant level. 

Similar to the previous bridge design, the revised bridge design will not result in construction impacts on 
special-status species, except the vernal pool tadpole shrimp, the vernal pool fairy shrimp, and the giant 
garter snake.  Unavoidable impacts to giant garter snake, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and vernal pool 
fairy will be offset with compensatory mitigation. 

In the November 2006 AFC, no direct impacts to listed branchiopod habitat were anticipated.  The revised 
bridge design will directly impact the northern margins of two seasonal wetlands (direct impact = total of 
0.018 acre), located on the southwest side of the Glenn-Colusa Canal, directly south of the existing PG&E 
access road (Figure 3).  The two seasonal wetlands are potentially suitable habitat for listed branchiopod 
species.  The presence of these species is assumed based on known occurrences in the project vicinity, as 
described in the November 2006 AFC.  The wetland mitigation measures in the November 2006 AFC, 
BIO-1 through BIO-3, will be implemented to minimize impacts to seasonal wetland habitat which could 
potentially support listed branchiopod species. 

Unavoidable permanent impacts to listed branchiopod habitat will be mitigated according to preservation 
and creation ratios defined in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) programmatic consultation for 
listed branchiopods (USFWS, 1996).  Preservation and creation credits of listed branchiopod habitat will 
be purchased at a USFWS-approved mitigation bank.  Table 2 summarizes the compensatory mitigation 
for branchiopod habitat.  Implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures and the purchase 
of mitigation credits will reduce impacts to listed branchiopod species to a less-than-significant level. 
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Table 2 
Proposed Compensatory Mitigation for Listed Branchiopod Habitat 

Following USFWS 1996 Vernal Pool Programmatic Consultation 
Proposed Mitigation Ratio

Habitat 

Direct 
Permanent 

Area of 
Impact 
(acres) 

Total Area of 
Affected 

Wetland (acres)
Preservation

2:1 
Creation

1:1 Type of Mitigation 
 
Seasonal 
Wetland 1 0.005 0.1131 0.226 0.113 Offsite at a USFWS- 

approved mitigation bank 

Seasonal 
Wetland 2 0.014 0.0411 0.082 0.041 Offsite at a USFWS-

approved mitigation bank 

Total Proposed Mitigation (acres) 0.3082 0.1542  

Notes: 
1 The U.S. Fish and Wildelife Service (USFWS) programmatic consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) requires 

compensation to be based on the entire area of the affected pool rather than the area of fill or temporary disturbance (USFWS, 1996). 
2 Compensatory mitigation for impacts to seasonal wetlands will be the greater amount for either impacts to listed branchiopod habitat or 

wetlands, but not both. 

The potential impacts to giant garter snake habitat would be less than the threshold required to append the 
CGS project to the USFWS programmatic biological opinion for giant garter snake (USFWS, 1997).  The 
revised amounts of compensatory mitigation proposed for potential impacts to giant garter snake are listed 
in Table 4. 

Removal of the existing Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge will be implemented in accordance with the 
avoidance and minimization measures proposed in the November 2006 AFC, BIO-1 through BIO-18, to 
avoid potential adverse effects to listed species and sensitive habitats, including the giant garter snake and 
the nesting cliff swallow. 

To minimize impacts to the flow of waters in the Glenn-Colusa Canal to a less-than-significant level, the 
mitigation measures proposed in the November 2006 AFC, BIO-1 through BIO-5, will be implemented 
along with the following additional measures: 

• All in-channel work and the small steel cofferdams will be installed during the dry 
season. 

• Pre-engineered steel girders that can support the concrete deck will be used to avoid the 
need for falsework. 

Unavoidable impacts will be offset with compensatory mitigation (see Table 4).  Table 5 summarizes total 
impacts as a result of the project. 
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Table 3 
Impacts to Giant Garter Snake Habitat and Proposed Mitigation 

for the Colusa Generating Station Project 

November 2006 AFC August 2007 Revised Bridge Design 

Habitat Impacted 
Area of Impact 

(acres) 1
Area of Impact 

(acres) 

Proposed 
Mitigation 

Ratio2
Proposed 
Mitigation 

Permanent Impacts 

freshwater marsh 0.035 0.279 3:1 0.837 acre3

cultivated rice field 0.270 0.362 3:1 1.086 acre3

irrigation ditch 0.294 0 3:1 0 acre3

Glenn-Colusa Canal 0 0.029 3:1 0.087 acre3

perennial stream 
(Teresa Creek) 0.014 0.014 3:1 0.042 acre3

Total permanent 
effects on aquatic 

habitat (acres)  
0.613 0.684  

2.052 acres of aquatic 
habitat and 

4.104 acres of upland 
habitat4

Temporary Impacts 

freshwater marsh 0.094 0.120 1:1 Onsite restoration of 
affected area3

cultivated rice field >1.643 1.401 1:1 Onsite restoration of 
affected area3

irrigation ditch 0.378 0.214 1:1 Onsite restoration of 
affected area3

Glenn-Colusa Canal 0 0.006 1:1 Onsite restoration of 
affected area3

perennial stream 
(Teresa Creek) 

Exact acreage unknown 
at time of submittal of 
November 2006 AFC 

0.040 1:1 Onsite restoration of 
affected area3

Total temporary 
effects on aquatic 

habitat (acres) 
>2.115 1.781 1:1 

Onsite restoration of 
affected area3

Notes: 
1 This column includes information from Table 8.2-8 in the November 2006 AFC. 
2 Proposed compensation will include offsite replacement of 2 acres of upland habitat for each acre of aquatic habitat permanently affected 

(USFWS, 1997). 
3 Mitigation will be provided that is consistent with the USFWS Programmatic Formal Consultation for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 

Permitted Projects with Relatively Small Effects on the Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Fresno, Merced, Sacramento, San 
Joaquin, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter, and Yolo Counties, California.  November 13, 1997. 

4 Resulting mitigation will be the greater amount for either impacts to giant garter snake habitat or wetlands, but not both. 
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Table 4 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

for the Colusa Generating Station Project 

November 
2006 AFC August 2007 Revised Bridge Design 

Habitat 
Impacted 

Area of 
Impact 

(acres) 1

Area of 
Impact 
(acres) 

Proposed 
Mitigation 

Ratio 

Proposed 
Mitigation 
Acreage Type of Mitigation 

Wetlands 

Permanent Impacts 

freshwater marsh 0.035 0.279 3:1 0.837 Offsite compensatory 
mitigation.2

seasonal wetland 0 0.018 3:1 0.054 Offsite compensatory 
mitigation.3

cultivated rice 
field 0.270 0.362 1:1 0.362 Offsite compensatory 

mitigation.2, 4

Temporary Impacts 

freshwater marsh 0.094 0.120 1:1 0.120 Onsite restoration of 
affected area.5

seasonal wetland >0.023 0.075 1:1 0.075 Onsite restoration of 
affected area. 

cultivated rice 
field6 1.580 1.401 1:1 1.401 Onsite restoration of 

affected area.5

Non-Wetland Waters of the United States 

Permanent Impacts 

Glenn-Colusa 
Canal 0 0.029 -- -- Removal of existing 

bridge and piers.2, 5

irrigation ditch 0.294 0 1:1 0 No mitigation 
necessary.2, 5

perennial stream 
(Teresa Creek) 0.014 0.014 -- -- Onsite.2, 5, 7

Temporary Impacts 

Glenn-Colusa 
Canal 0 0.006 1:1 0.006 Onsite restoration of 

affected area.5

irrigation ditch 0.378 0.214 1:1 0.214 Onsite restoration of 
affected area.5
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Table 4 
Impacts and Proposed Mitigation 

for the Colusa Generating Station Project 

November 
2006 AFC August 2007 Revised Bridge Design 

Habitat 
Impacted 

Area of 
Impact 

(acres) 1

Area of 
Impact 
(acres) 

Proposed 
Mitigation 

Ratio 

Proposed 
Mitigation 
Acreage Type of Mitigation 

perennial stream 
(Teresa Creek) 

Exact acreage 
unknown at 

time of 
submittal of 
November 
2006 AFC 

0.040 1:1 0.040 Onsite restoration of 
affected area.5

Notes: 
1 This column includes information from in Table 8.2-7 of the November 2006 AFC. 
2 Resulting mitigation will be the greater amount for either impacts to giant garter snake habitat or wetlands, but not both. 
3 Compensation for impacts to seasonal wetlands will be consistent with the USFWS programmatic formal consultation 

agreement for listed branchiopods.  This compensation may be greater than the compensation indicated in this table.  The 
USFWS 1996 programmatic agreement requires a 2:1 preservation ratio and a 1:1 conservation ratio.  Under the USFWS 
1996 programmatic agreement, if any part of a pool that could potentially support listed branchiopods is destroyed, the entire 
pool is directly affected.  The total area of the two seasonal wetlands that will be impacted is 0.154 acre.  Therefore, at least 
0.308 preservation credit and 0.154 conservation credit is proposed to be purchased at a USFWS and USACE approved 
mitigation bank. 

4 Permanent impacts to these features will require additional offsite compensation consistent with the USFWS Programmatic 
Formal Consultation for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permitted Projects with Relatively Small Effects on the Giant 
Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Fresno, Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter, and Yolo 
Counties, California.  November 13, 1997. 

5 Mitigation will be provided that is consistent with the USFWS 1997 programmatic consultation for giant garter snake. 
6 Temporary impacts to cultivated rice fields are not included in calculation of total temporary impacts to wetlands.   
7 Onsite mitigation consists of removing the existing Teresa Creek Bridge abutments.  The existing Teresa Creek Bridge is 

approximately 31 feet long, while the new bridge will be 38 feet long.  A longer bridge will set the bridge abutments bank an 
additional 3 feet, creating a wider channel.  Removal of the abutments will increase the width of Teresa Creek by at least 
0.014 acre. 
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Table 5 

Summary of Total Impacts 
for the Colusa Generating Station Project 

Impacts (acres) 

Wetlands Non-Wetland 
Total (Wetland +  

Non-Wetland) Bridge 
Design Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary

November 
2006 AFC 0.305 >0.1171 0.308 >0.378 0.610 >0.495 

July 2007 
Supplement 0.659 0.1951 0.043 0.260 0.702 0.455 

Note: 
1 Temporary impacts to cultivated rice field are not included in the calculation of total temporary impacts to wetlands.   

Updates to the December 2006 Biological Assessment and the 2007 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) 404 Permit Application that reflect the revised Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge design and 
associated impacts have been submitted to the USFWS and the USACE concurrent with this CEC 
submittal.  The Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan is currently being 
prepared and will be submitted to the CEC after further consultation with the USFWS, the USACE, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 

2.2.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any impacts on biological resources during operation.  Use of 
the replacement bridge will not differ between the previous bridge design and the revised bridge design 
and will not affect operational activities at the power plant. The permanent disturbance of an additional 
0.6 acre as a result of the revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in 
Section 8.2.2.4 of the AFC for operation impacts to biological resources. 
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2.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

2.3.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in a significant change to 
impacts on cultural resources compared to those associated with the previous bridge design and discussed 
in Section 8.3.2 of the AFC.  With respect to historic architectural resources, the removal of the existing 
bridge and subsequent construction of a replacement bridge at essentially the same location will not cause 
an adverse effect to the Glenn-Colusa Canal or irrigation system; both potentially significant cultural 
resources under the National Register of Historic Properties Criteria A and/or C.  The canal at the Glenn-
Colusa Canal Bridge location has already been affected by the extant bridge, which was constructed in 
1965, well after the historic period.  The revised bridge design will not further contribute to this loss of 
integrity nor will it result in any additional effects other than those evaluated in the AFC.  It will result in 
a direct effect on the canal through the construction of piers within the canal which were not proposed in 
the original project description, but this will not affect the canal alignment and function and will not 
diminish the canal’s overall integrity in a manner that will disqualify it as a contributor to the larger 
potential Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District historic district.  The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for 
historical architecture identified in the AFC (see Section 8.3.1 and Figure 8.3-1) will not change as a 
result of the revised bridge design. 

The removal of the existing bridge will not result in any adverse cultural impacts on the bridge itself.  The 
bridge is less than 50 years old, is a small bridge of a common type and method of construction, and is not 
historically significant. 

Archaeological surveys carried out for the original proposed facility (URS, 2001), which included the 
proposed replacement of the Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge, indicated that there were no significant 
archaeological resources within the proposed project’s APE.  The APE for archaeological resources will 
not change as a result of the revised bridge design, and the design would not result in any impacts on 
archaeological resources. The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in 
the AFC for construction impacts to cultural resources. 

2.3.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any impacts on cultural resources (historic architectural and 
archaeological) during operation.  Operation of the power plant will not affect any cultural resources 
identified in the study area.  Use of the replacement bridge will not differ between the previous bridge 
design and the revised bridge design and will not affect operational activities at the power plant.  The 
permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised project design would not change 
any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for operation impacts to cultural resources. 
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2.4 LAND USE 

2.4.1 Construction 

The evaluation of potential land use impacts in Section 8.4.2 the AFC indicated that the project, including 
the construction of a replacement bridge at the Dirks Road crossing of the Glenn-Colusa Canal, will not 
have any impacts on land use with respect to compatibility with existing land uses, consistency with 
adopted local goals and policies (other than those which will be resolved by a General Plan and Zoning 
Amendment).  The existing Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge is located in an area designated as Agriculture-
General.  The replacement of this bridge in the previous and revised locations will not be inconsistent 
with this zoning, but will require an encroachment permit.  The construction of the new Glenn-Colusa 
Canal Bridge will not result in any other impacts on land use.   E&L Westcoast has been working with the 
landowners regarding the refined bridge design.  The landowners adjacent to the bridge prefer the refined 
bridge design over the previously proposed bridge design based on the reduced acreage of impacts on 
their property.  Therefore, the refined bridge design is not expected to delay the schedule with regard to 
land acquisition.  In addition, the GCID has been notified of the refined bridge design, including removal 
of the existing bridge and placing piers in the canal for the new bridge, and have approved of the refined 
bridge design.  The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in the aFC 
for land use construction impacts.  

2.4.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any changes in land use compared to those discussed in the 
AFC.  Use of the replacement bridge will not differ between the previous bridge design and the revised 
bridge design and will not affect operational activities at the power plant. The permanent disturbance of 
an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions 
presented in the AFC for land use operation impacts. 
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2.5 NOISE 

2.5.1 Construction 

Project construction will result in a short-term temporary increase in the ambient noise level associated 
with the use of construction equipment for the bridge replacement.  Noise associated with construction of 
a replacement bridge at Dirks Road is not expected to differ substantially from that associated with the 
previous bridge design.  The construction of the bridge is a relatively minor component of the project, 
requiring disturbance of 4.1 acres out of a total of approximately 96 acres of temporary construction 
staging and laydown area.  The area of temporary disturbance has been reduced by 1.3 acres from the 
previously proposed design.  This smaller area will reduce the operating duration of construction 
equipment used to clear the staging and laydown area.  The removal of the existing bridge, which was not 
proposed in the previous bridge design, will cause temporary increases in noise levels.  However, since 
these noise level increases would be short-term and intermittent, they are not expected to be significant.  
The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in Section 8.5.2 of the AFC 
for construction noise. 

2.5.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any changes in operation noise levels compared to those 
discussed in the AFC.  Use of the replacement bridge will not differ between the previous bridge design 
and the revised bridge design and will not affect operational activities at the power plant. The permanent 
disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised bridge design would not change any of the 
conclusions presented in the AFC for operations noise. 
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2.6 PUBLIC HEALTH 

2.6.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any changes to impacts on 
public health compared to those associated with the previous bridge design and discussed in Section 8.6.2 
of the AFC.  The removal of the existing bridge and subsequent construction of a replacement bridge will 
not significantly increase construction emissions in comparison to the previous bridge design and will not 
be expected to result in any adverse health impacts, similar to the findings in the AFC.   

The construction of the bridge is a relatively minor component of the project, requiring disturbance of 4.1 
acres out of a total of approximately 96 acres of temporary construction staging and laydown area.  The 
area of temporary disturbance has been reduced by 1.3 acres from the previously proposed design.  This 
smaller area will reduce the operating duration of construction equipment used to clear the staging and 
laydown area, resulting in an overall decrease in total emissions.  This minor area of disturbance will 
result in only a small portion of the total fugitive dust and equipment emissions generated during the 
construction of the project.  The revised bridge design will not require any significant changes in the 
location or size of this area.  As proposed for the previous bridge design, safe work practices will be 
adhered to during the construction of the new bridge, as described in Section 8.7 of the AFC. The revised 
bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for construction emissions. 

2.6.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any changes in operational phase pollutant emissions 
compared to those discussed in the AFC.  Use of the replacement bridge will not differ between the 
previous bridge design and the revised bridge design and will not affect operational activities at the power 
plant. The permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised bridge design would 
not change any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for operation emissions. 
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2.7 WORKER SAFETY AND HEALTH 

2.7.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any changes to impacts on 
worker safety and health compared to those associated with the original project design and discussed in 
Section 8.7 of the AFC.  The removal of the existing bridge and subsequent construction of a replacement 
bridge will not increase the risk of worker illness or injury when compared to the previous bridge design 
and is not expected to result in any adverse health impacts, similar to the findings in the AFC.  For the 
revised bridge design, the construction of the replacement bridge will be undertaken using the same health 
and safety practices, programs and legal and regulatory compliances as described in the original project 
proposal in Section 8.7 of the AFC. The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions 
presented in the AFC for worker and safety construction impacts. 

2.7.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any changes in the risk of adverse effects on worker safety 
and health during the operational phase of the project.  The revised design will not affect operational 
activities associated with the power plant.  Use of the proposed replacement bridge, will fulfill the same 
function as in the previous bridge design in the AFC, providing access to the power plant via Dirks Road. 
The new bridge design will not result in any changes in operational activities or associated impacts on 
worker safety and health. The permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised 
bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for worker and safety 
operation impacts. 



Colusa Generating Station Proposed Bridge Design Modification 
  
 

 17 R:\07 CPV Colusa\Bridge Modification.doc 

2.8 SOCIOECONOMICS 

2.8.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any substantial changes to 
socioeconomic impacts during construction.  The replacement of the Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge is a 
relatively minor portion of the overall project in terms of construction cost and labor requirements.  
Construction schedule, labor requirements and costs, and local population and housing (see AFC 
Sections 8.8.2.3 and 8.8.2.4) are not expected to change substantially as a result of the revised bridge 
design.  Requirements for public services and utilities during construction will likewise not be expected to 
differ from those discussed in the AFC (Section 8.8.2.5) as a result of the revised bridge design.  The 
revised bridge design includes the removal of the existing Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge, which is a 
relatively minor component of the overall project in terms of labor requirements and will not have any 
substantial socioeconomic effects. The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions 
presented in the AFC for socioeconomic construction impacts. 

2.8.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any socioeconomic impacts during the operational phase of 
the project.  The proposed amendment will not affect operational activities associated with the power 
plant.  Use of the replacement bridge will not differ between the previous bridge design and the revised 
bridge design and will not affect operational activities at the power plant. The revised bridge design 
would not change any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for socioeconomic operations impacts. 
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2.9 AGRICULTURE AND SOILS 

2.9.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design will not have any additional or different impacts on agriculture and soils 
compared to those described in the AFC (Section 8.9.2).  The construction of the bridge is a relatively 
minor component of the project, requiring disturbance of 4.1 acres out of a total of approximately 
96 acres of temporary construction staging and laydown area.  The area of temporary disturbance has 
been reduced by 1.3 acres from the previous bridge design.  The smaller area will reduce potential 
impacts, such as soil erosion and vegetation loss, that could arise from land clearance.  As the 
replacement bridge will be constructed in a different location from the existing bridge, there will be 
additional soil compaction and potential erosion during construction, similar to that under the previous 
bridge design.  As described in the AFC, temporary erosion control measures and ongoing Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) will be employed to reduce erosion, minimize runoff, and protect water 
quality and surrounding agricultural land.  The construction of the revised bridge design will not result in 
any other impacts on agricultural resources or soils. The revised bridge design would not change any of 
the conclusions presented in the AFC for construction impacts to agriculture and soils.  

2.9.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any changes in impacts on agricultural resources or soils 
during the operational phase of the project compared to those described in the AFC.  The revised bridge 
design will not affect operational activities associated with the power plant.  The replacement of the 
bridge in the revised bridge design will result in permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre of land 
when compared to the previous bridge design.  As described in the AFC, BMPs will be employed to 
prevent impacts from runoff from new areas of impervious surface onto surrounding agricultural land.  
The permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre would not change any of the conclusions presented in 
the AFC for operation impacts to agriculture and soils.  
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2.10 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

2.10.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any substantial impacts on 
traffic and transportation compared to those associated with the previous bridge design and discussed in 
Section 8.10.2.2 of the AFC.  The existing Glenn-Colusa Canal Bridge will be operational until the new 
bridge is constructed, minimizing any potential disruption to traffic flow during construction.  The 
construction of the replacement bridge south of the existing bridge (rather than north, as presented with 
the previous bridge design) is not expected to result in changes to traffic flow or patterns, as the proposed 
replacement bridge will fulfill the same function as in the previous bridge design; providing access to the 
power plant via Dirks Road. The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions 
presented in the AFC for construction traffic. 

2.10.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any changes in impacts on traffic or transportation during the 
operational phase of the project compared to those described in the AFC.  The revised design will not 
affect operational activities associated with the power plant.  The construction and operation of the 
replacement bridge in both proposals will not adversely affect the traffic Level of Service on Dirks Road 
(see Section 8.10.2.3 of the AFC).  The new bridge may actually benefit traffic flow by allowing the 
access road to the new bridge to be straightened and widened to facilitate unimpeded two-way traffic 
flow, rather than the weight-limited and speed-limited flow currently allowed.  Use of the replacement 
bridge will not differ between the previous bridge design and the revised bridge design and will not affect 
operational activities at the power plant. The revised bridge design would not change any of the 
conclusions presented in the AFC for operations traffic. 
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2.11 VISUAL RESOURCES 

2.11.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any changes to impacts on 
visual resources during construction compared to those associated with the previous bridge design 
(Section 8.11.2 of the AFC).  Temporary soil exposure and soil and vegetation removal will not differ 
substantially between the revised design and the previous bridge design; and affected areas will be 
restored and revegetated following construction. The revised bridge design would not change any of the 
conclusions presented in the AFC for construction visual impacts.  

2.11.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design is not expected to result in any substantial impacts on visual resources during 
operation compared to the previous bridge design.  The revised design will not affect operational 
activities associated with the power plant.  The proposed bridge will replace an existing bridge, which 
was not noted in the AFC as being of any substantial visual integrity or value and is not located within an 
area that makes any substantial contribution to the visual quality or character of the locality.  The 
replacement bridge will be slightly longer and of a different design that the existing bridge but will be 
appropriate for its function and visual context and will not create an adverse visual impact.  It will also be 
considerably lower in height than the former design, which will reduce its visual impact.  As in the 
previous bridge design, the bridge approaches will be final-graded to match the surrounding land contours 
and seeded with native grass species. The permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a result of 
the revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in AFC Section 8.11.2 for 
operations visual impacts. 
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2.12 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS HANDLING 

2.12.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any changes to impacts 
with respect to handling of hazardous materials during construction.  Similar to the previous bridge 
design, potential handling of hazardous materials during construction will most likely be associated with 
small-scale spills of cleaning materials or fuels, which will be appropriately removed and disposed in 
order to avoid adverse human or environmental impacts.  There will not be any substantial changes in the 
use and/or storage of hazardous materials as a result of the revised bridge design, including the removal of 
the existing bridge.  No other hazardous materials handling impacts are expected during construction. The 
revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in Section 8.12.2.1 of the AFC 
for hazardous materials handling construction impacts. 

2.12.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any increased handling of hazardous materials during the 
operational phase of the project.  The revised design will not affect operational activities associated with 
the power plant.  Use of the proposed replacement bridge, which will fulfill the same function as in the 
previous bridge design in the AFC, providing access to the power plant via Dirks Road, will not affect the 
use or handling of hazardous materials in the operation of the power plant. The permanent disturbance of 
an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions 
presented in Section 8.12.2.2 of the AFC for hazardous materials handling operation impacts.  
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2.13 WASTE MANAGEMENT 

2.13.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any substantial impacts 
with respect to waste management during construction when compared to the previous bridge design.  
Similar to the previous bridge design, small amounts of solid nonhazardous and solid and liquid 
hazardous waste will be generated during construction.  Nonhazardous waste will be disposed of through 
recycling wherever possible, or disposed at an approved landfill in accordance with relevant federal, state, 
and local regulations.  Hazardous waste associated with bridge construction, which could include spent 
welding materials, fuel and containers, spent batteries, will be the responsibility of the construction 
contractor and will be appropriately removed and disposed in accordance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations.  Waste generated from removal of the existing bridge will include nonhazardous materials 
such as concrete, steel, and other bridge components, and small quantities of hazardous materials such as 
fuel oil, lube, and hydraulic oil used in the operation of heavy equipment; solvents for machine 
maintenance; welding materials; concrete forms release agents; and other such materials used in 
construction.  No adverse impacts associated with waste management are expected during construction. 
The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in Section 8.13.4.1 the AFC 
for waste management construction impacts. 

2.13.2 Operation 

The revised bridge design will not result in any increased generation of non-hazardous or hazardous waste 
during the operational phase of the project.  Use of the proposed replacement bridge, which will fulfill the 
same function as in the previous bridge design in the AFC, providing access to the power plant via Dirks 
Road, will not result in the generation of any waste, any changes in operational activities, or increases in 
the generation of waste materials associated with the operation of the power plant. The permanent 
disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised bridge design would not change any of the 
conclusions presented in Section 8.13.4.2 of the AFC for waste management operation impacts. 
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2.14 WATER RESOURCES 

2.14.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any substantial impacts on 
water quality or flooding during construction when compared to the previous bridge design.  As described 
in Section 8.14.5 of the AFC, appropriate measures will be employed during construction.  All 
construction activities will be performed in accordance with the California National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharge Associated with Construction 
Activities, requiring the implementation of BMPs to control sediment and other pollutants mobilized from 
construction activities.  The revised bridge design includes the removal of the existing bridge, including 
piles, and installation of new piers in the Glenn-Colusa Canal.  The existing bridge is currently supported 
by three sets of five piers.  The existing piers will be cut off at the mud-line and removed during low 
water conditions, which will avoid the need to place heavy equipment in the canal. 

Two sets of five piers will be constructed in the canal to support the replacement bridge.  These will be 
designed and oriented to reduce impedance of water flow and to minimize the collection of floating 
debris.  The precise design of the piers will not be known until a geotechnical survey of the canal bed is 
undertaken, but the anticipated approach includes the installation of piles under each pier to a depth to be 
determined by the geotechnical survey.  A pile cap spanning all five piers will cap each pile.  If the 
findings of the geotechnical survey indicate piles are not required, then a slab foundation will be placed in 
the canal bed under and spanning all five piers of each set. 

During this process, the canal bed will be disturbed.  To avoid water quality impacts, piers will be 
installed during low water conditions.  The slab foundation construction area will be cofferdammed to 
exclude water, with the dammed area being dewatered and extracted water being pumped back into the 
canal downstream of the cofferdam.  Vegetation along the canal embankment will also be disturbed, but 
will be restored following construction. 

2.14.2 Operation 

Use of the replacement bridge will not differ between the previous bridge design and the revised bridge 
design and will not affect operational activities at the power plant.  However, as the canal is unlined, the 
presence of piers could increase the risk of scour, where soil is washed away from the bed of a water body 
as a result of the placement of a structure in flowing water.  To minimize this risk, the new piers will be 
designed to minimize scour. As the new bridge will have two sets of piers instead of the existing three 
sets of piers, the level of potential contraction that could cause scour is expected to be similar to or less 
than existing levels.  Therefore, impacts on water quality due to scour are considered less than significant. 

The presence of piers can also increase flood elevations.  The piers that will be installed under the revised 
bridge design will be designed with appropriate spacing, orientation, and pier shape to minimize these 
impacts and ensure that flood elevations were similar to or less than existing.  Since the new bridge will 
have two sets of piers instead of three, the new design may even result in lowering the flood elevations.  
Under the revised bridge design, there will not be any significant impacts to flood flows and flood 
elevations in the Glenn-Colusa Canal.  Therefore, the impact to flooding is considered less than 
significant.  The permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a result of the revised project design 
would not significantly affect water resources. 
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2.15 GEOLOGIC HAZARDOUS AND RESOURCES 

2.15.1 Construction 

The revised bridge design described in Section 1.3 is not expected to result in any changes to impacts 
with respect to geologic hazards and resources during construction.  Similar to the previous bridge design, 
the construction of the replacement bridge will be undertaken using BMPs to control erosion and siltation.  
These BMPs are described in Section 8.14 of the AFC.  The construction of the bridge will not require 
any deep excavations or fills.  A geotechnical soil boring program conducted for the project site indicated 
the presence of a highly expansive surficial clay layer which could cause potentially damaging heave 
pressures on any medium-weight to lightweight structure constructed upon it, such as a bridge.  A 
geotechnical study will be performed for the new bridge area, and should similar clays be found, they will 
be appropriately removed and disposed prior to the construction of the replacement bridge, in order to 
avoid adverse human or environmental impacts.  No other geological impacts are expected during 
construction. The revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in 
Section 8.15.2.1. of the AFC for geologic hazards and resources construction impacts. 

2.15.2 Operation 

There are no substantial differences between the revised bridge design and the previous bridge design 
with respect to potential geological impacts during operation.  The proposed amendment will not affect 
operational activities associated with the power plant.  The operation of the bridge will not affect, or be 
affected by, geological resources.  Potential impacts associated with the presence of expansive soils will 
be avoided through the removal of such soils.  The potential hazards associated with seismically induced 
ground shaking that could affect the bridge will be avoided through appropriate design and construction, 
as described in Section 8.15.2.2 of the AFC. The permanent disturbance of an additional 0.6 acre as a 
result of the revised bridge design would not change any of the conclusions presented in the AFC for 
geologic hazards and resources operation impacts. 
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